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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

Claims 7-9, 30-34, and 36-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401062294A in 
view of JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to 
Buzerak et al. 

AAPA describes well known ablation of organic material with a laser and shows 
an assembly comprising nozzle 113 and top window 122 as shown in Prior Art Figure 1. 

JP401062294A describe (Abstract) a laser machining method and show (Figures 
1 -3) well known use of an aperture in a lens located at the top of a nozzle. 
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JP702290689A describes (Abstract) a laser and a mask having plural openings 
wherein service life can be extended "by changing the position of the opening part 19". 

JP406335790A describes a nozzle having gas input 14 and gas suction port 15 
which provide stable working operation. 

Buzerak et al describe a nozzle 41 with gas in at vent 46 and vacuum at port 42. 

The instant claimed generating, directing, adjusting, providing, and flowing steps 
would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art because the particular suction and gas flow keeps the apparatus 
cleaner for a longer time and provides stable working operation. The use of multiple 
moveable openings in a nozzle window would have been obvious at the time applicant's 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art because it would allow 
extending the time available for ablation and because the lens contamination is reduced 
and the service life is extended. 

With respect to (WRT) claim 9, the diameter of the aperture shown in 
JP401062294A is smaller than the beam. 

WRT claim 30, JP401062294A shows gas flow up and out through lens aperture. 

WRT claim 36, JP702290689A describes changing an aperture position when 
the beam path becomes "white cloudy" which not descriptively different from the instant 
claimed "dirty or damaged". 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401 062294A in view of 
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JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to Buzerak et al 
as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of JP363188488A and JP404167993A. 

Both JP363188488A and JP404167993A describe a laser beam larger than a 
mask opening and the use thereof would have been obvious at the time applicant's 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art because the opening size 
allows suitable modification of the applied beam size. 

Claim 31 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401062294A in view of 
JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to Buzerak et al 
as applied to claim 30 above, and further in view of USPN 6,288,363 to Kaga et al. 

Kaga et al describe (column 3, lines 17-20) producing a circulatory gas flow in a 
nozzle via a twisting groove structure and the use thereof would have been obvious at 
the time applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
because it allows for control of pressure and flow variation. 

Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401062294A in view of 
JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to Buzerak et al 
as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of USPN 6,433,355 to Riess et al. 

Riess et al describe (column 1 1 , lines 1-4) well known laser ablation as being 
compatible with OLED technology and the use thereof would have been obvious at the 
time applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art. 
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Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401 062294A in view of 
JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to Buzerak et al 
as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of USPN 5,318,869 to Hashimoto et al. 

Hashimoto et al describe laser repair using an ultraviolet laser and use thereof 
would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art because it removes organic material. 

Claim 34 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of JP401062294A in view of 
JP402290689A in view of JP406335790A in view of USPN 6,833,222 to Buzerak et al 
as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of USPN 4,467,171 to Ramos. 

Ramos show and describe (Front Page) well known plural nozzle channels and 
the use thereof would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill because the structure allows for control of pressure and 
flow variation. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed May 07, 2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. In response to applicant's argument that it would not be obvious to 
make the window of JP702290689A adjustable, the test for obviousness is not whether 
the features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of 
the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested 
in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of 
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the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). The use of multiple moveable openings in a nozzle window would have been 
obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art because it would allow extending the time available for ablation and because the 
lens contamination is reduced and the service life is extended. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Samuel M. Heinrich whose telephone number is 571- 
272-1 175. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tu B. Hoang can be reached on 571-272-4780. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Samuel M Heinrich/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3742 



